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(II) tnvr^W TTPT ram 3 JTFWnr JWTY tW STVT 3?rft raft VFlI ft Pram ft ffttj Pmfftra faffm 

ct tjv ?rnri? raft f I artf antf gw aram <tra«r rarnf rayip raft ft wrar t I frafftg farafftra ra? 
nmft ft 'FHtct ntff t I 

(III) rarv am fttf ararap mi vft ny n 3ftfcnp wftfwr 11 fov ft, anft antf gw ftrar gtgft ft 
frig *tm £ jhjI'Oj ftpi tmTft) ararafar 13?wfq_ ftnn ranwatT nft ftft f I 
(Iv) (tp) ftw im amt in?) wmT ft fftg fftvfftra wrara tnmft) ft gran gra (ftnn) ffr^rm, gip 

rattpv,artv ftn ft ng ft) r^ftn vrara $1 rapp jrm atTft raft vmf ft ( ft*m ) ftram tpt train 

nft fftra mm I i?raT ftft ft ftwf ft trawl aft wt* fara mm mftg I 

(rar) raftr gran w tft ft'wr gran wt niff sin m +mni irafflp nft fftg rag 
ftftvr ft) gtvft $ rat ft nra n r m train n wnl raft forafmp) ft fftg gw ‘ftnftmww* wn jit 
ft wdl $ I 

(v) gran raft) ftwfnft m gw faftrra mr wraft wt arm? nft wv rawm I fft raft ft 
mtftpnrara) wt snrw*ng anftran 3pjvn iramm mfft? mfts flrftm tranr ft tratratTarf gg nftm gran 
ramm ffitTrepTW eft l 

3.1 forafftra yftom ft a ry m nrynftn nm ram ft) fferaf%mt tram ft) ?nf ft* ^nfMtin ^ram * wg 

3 anftraw wt ftft) mf I tra ninft nr 17 f*mrag,98 wt ffcwf) 4f *fgm ’qra*mf »fl ^ n^ I an^njt vi 

^ »tft ftrar ntr^j ^e-an^raf ^ »im mff ftrar I 4v-arr4w ( nr7T?ftn nrrn ram) nf?t ^ wrapr ara^t Tjnm 
* i r^or»f ^ nra^I un f*n>fq annra nrpnr «n I 'fttjw ^ finsrR-ftwff ^ graw n mivkJIm 

tppt ram nt ♦ if)*7 J arlx ?jwra nf»ft r nf eft I uw* wwr ft nmfttn nrra ram ft 

arfftftw t^erra »Icft aftv npnft ft ra? araft ftr trft # t?v trfh met tftf ft) l 

3.2 • yH ran?) ftt ftftn ft nft ra( ww ftnn ’Jjtrat / atTwyl ftt ftn^f ft afftr rn nmft ftt wfl 
nw^arl w ><Fmjffrip wr ft Rrtt? nt? fftermn ♦ aritrn? ntr fw tnftnnvra ft 13 arft?i,99 wt 5 $ araft) ftirm ft 
rrr nrnft nr arf^ra wn ft ftmnr ftp?n I 

4. ftw ftnmft ft wnvmT totW ft eran ftpsn m framr ♦, Mivuftv ntra ram ftf mfc fftra 

iratR tpft m wpft t : 

(I) araw m npwn tmr? angarr,93 ft ftran ftptn nra «n I it* ft wh# *ft ftritnn raft 
ftirai Tj?n # I »ra Rfeiftr vft) wyft 5 ft ^i«vi Tft ft mpftl I 

(II) vwRf ft araw H?mra ^ ftn? 58 vso ^rfft ftlo m wt fftftra tt^nx ffttTffim t (fwft 
ftng ftmflftn, sfftffnn art? fawtrar 57 »ttt tnrrfftw f)l n twnr tt vH trctpra^ flunm ftft ftt 
ftnj 7nhf «IWt g’nwmi 11 

(III) ararat vn r w ra ftmi ^jftrtrraft flft arm afk raft ft) mimn fprra ft trftt^r ?I?tt t ftp 
TjUrmarl 4t tnrtrptarlf ft n^ft ra? ti»nx ’q^%Tfen3T 1 f $ ftn? nrm im ftR ra? raft tp! 

* ftp? *ft nnfra nff f %4 pi rftt ft arftTftw ft) wtra Hsft ?WI I 
(Iv) tmifttn wn ram wtow try ra n ftnar wrftra vvft ft) 800 wtf v»o ft) 
wraff^tn tpv vra 11 rnfts ftn? tjftraT^ ftmm iv ft 400 usfty vo ft) ^nram tnra 11 
nrm v) atnft an raft ip ftraerft ft 400 raftr vio t^ift ft) anwnpm $ I pm an raft tp 
vmral ra) ft) rn atraftm arrnvnram ^ vnrra nmfttn ram faft) trvjptp ft) ^ 
ftre^PT »ft wn raft wv rap ttt areraT anf an^ ^?r ftft traftpiar) wt vlf ftnran raft ft rapm I 
5.. trarara artftr) ft ftrvpftm aftr y^4 w ft ftrarvra ft ftu; ftrraftrftira nraw ptft # > 

(I) (v) rarafth nrm ram ft m graft ft ftracra ft fftftv ?r ft rafftn nftf fftm 1 1 

y^fft raiftraft) ft nrn n^t f^nn l raralft ftnra ^ip ftc ^trar t ftsmft ftn ft sotft 

»ft raft fftt? th; f 1 

(ra) fftntra 25 araraf), 1999 ft pnft gar ftmft ft fftftrra ft ftftflra ^rra 
ntftt n^ eft , ft *ft fra thptt ft) f(rara tnra raft) ra) ftft) raf^g eft I 1 ^vraft, 1999 aft 
raraft tg nran ram arm ftn? nt? nrav v) ft ftrar tft arratra m raorai t ftrar fft ynwr 11 
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(II) wrufta qrm nrra im?T jjf nft ftfT ftt ai«f Ftnr fa sjftft fftt ftt an ^nnrft 

iretfa ttyjytit wt 3r^apr,93 ft mvnn ftYitfim 9ftt fanT 597 ft I ntm ft 5*^5!) tpt 9ftra ark 
farafan Yfafam/YrfttfrTTT? Tjfafttm 5!Y9T uyttft ara^r wnf ft I rn wnf 5ft faY^m faftt 

fatnzra 5 ft nmftt m 55Y5 9ftf ft YT5!ftt nfa ?nj 3T7 ywt ^rrotfara ft I 

(III) YTYlftk 5YT5 5TTYT 55 9F UTTY fa YYYTftt ft iTYTTY TFT ®ftYT ‘‘Tift fam 51TT ft, Tpt 
it^ra ftt aTfanF 3TYTT£nY5T jrarai ^ft tyt YHFm ft I 9fa 5Y5T9! ft ftft fa9Y5T vnfafrT 5 ftt fa'? 
57? ft, Til ftt qiYTft k wh mro fafl'em ysy ft 9 T 9 T fftt w 5575 fa 9 ft 95 Tfft arHTFnft 

9ftf t | ftrftor JT9TY 5ft ft55T5T ft YWftT5 zfafttet ft fYT 9T9Ff ft f9Tft faniYTTT ft ftftfim YTftt 
wftft fa? 57 ? ftfft I fy ynft 9F ar^TTF frit YHFrt f fa mviftlv m wrm m nm^t ft 
YJTPTT fftt ft9T WPTT ft I faTO OTFTY 5TYTftt5 5TT9 ^TTYT ft 3T9Y$i nfYTT9 ftlTST 5ft 3TT15PF 
qtapTT ftYTY 5ft ft, 9 f ftt Tftfalft fftt ft I YTYTftk YTT9 5TTYT ft ' YTT55 * amTTY 1 55 3 TT 9 aik 
&m fts arfait 5 ft fN 5 ft 3rft*T7 Ymn Yrarra tity? 3Tk 1 wff 5ft Fipm' ft! nwi^Miftt (wiraKi 
ft! arfaftt fti Yfaf ft ) «ryrm faTY far? ft I 

(Iv) fa) 800 5!Yfa fo 5 ft vtiTFTT hfwy wrsf qfkifarirr ft! fan nfam 5 tt tfa ftt 

qfarrftnn nrftt 5#t ft I HFTfa qkut^ YT 5ft anfSi5! stanu ytrt: ^pf ftftt ft I faft) FftufamT 
5t imn itft qnftt farft ^far 5 ft 5 mm iyt i^ty ^mratfam 5!Y^t ftftt ft fa gmt fa5T n^T 
faftn yr: urn ft nft! I 

(m) Yft 'ffa»f ft 5? ftt 'fftfaTT 5!5Y1 ffart fa 55p5! faOTT 5!5ft 5ft YTFTRir nfauT 
ft 55 m 5 5TTYft 5!t ' fa5!m faftl* ft 3% 3f7T5TY 5!5ft 5ft ar^flfa ftt nft ft I 55J55! ft! 51»ft 
imriftl ft faatfaw rfftt m 55 5ft 'iytyt ft yn atYRTTY 5 ft nifft^T fam ^mr ft I faftt 
faifra 5!ift ft ftYfftn 55 faftn 5!T ^tty 5»T5ft ftkn wr favra fafti wvn 5TRmtfam 5!5ft 

5ft WTYTT Ftfft ft I 

fa ) yn kfcrfa ft viviftt^ wf rttyt 5f ar5Y5! Hf«i5 ftjra ft 5f anYrr 5 !Yyt gftra 
Yftt ft 5T5!nr fa 55 5!faFTT HfWH 5fa51 5ft WTW ft fYFft YffT?FTT JITO! ft I 
(V) f5T 5fa>f ft 5f ftfe 5»Y5T FfanfY t fa 5Ff5! IT57 aflft 5TYTT 55W 3T555I 5751515 
5T55 fa5f5 5T5T5T5 5IT %55T 5% ft ( ft5TT fa YTYTftfa Y5R 55TYI ffTYT 315ft fa^fa 1 
5!Y5ft,99 t 551 ft 55ft 5ftfaT5 faftT 55T ft ) 3ftY fttf 3T555! 151 5% 5!T *5FT 1/3 »TTT ft I 
55 5f 5^ ftift fa5I an YT5!57 ft fa ftft Wftf 37555! ft! Wf555 !t»TTft 5ft 55pft 400 5!5fa Yo 
5!T armfaYi Yfwn aj,CTft ft arcnftiY! nfnpft ^ft I 

(vl) (5!) faYfa 11 ap, 98 ft! anrft otty ft Mivitf t M ftr rttyt ft fa5T ft fa 

mftfa 5 ft 55 n nf 55 Y ft! fan? ’ fanfarn n»ii 5 ' 35 50 nofttoco ft I 5 fa ftwi ft nt 5 f kt* 

3T5Y55 ft! Wf555 Yt 5^5 fan fftt ft YT5!5T I ^YTft TT55t ft ofa FTYlftfa Y55 RTTYT faftm f»TT5 
5ft 55757 ft! !JYTft fa5Vuff ft 5I7ft 5ft !jfttt5 nftt 95757 WTf57 ft 5t ft fft ftftftl5 5(557 ftft ift 
fall? YTY5I51 ft 5tftt5 5!t5ft 5^t THi'in 7ft atJtft ft 55!ft ft I 

(9T) 5f YTYTfttF 5TT5 R7TO 5!T 5755IT ftt ft YT5!5T ft fa fafYTY IRTTY 5ftf Utft an 
Y75!ft 55tfa 9ft fa7? 55 faftfl 5ft 5Y(5ft 5!Yftt ft I 5f 575 YTWT55I 5f YfanfY fam 551 WT 
fa anft 3nft 557 ft fafYTY 517 H5t5 5 5!Yft YTYt failfflOit ft> fan? ‘fa^ffalWav’ W5 5Y 5!Yft 
5ft ft*TT55T «75! 5ft ftt I 

5TBf( ^Tfal5Y7 YTYTftk 5T75 55YT ft fYT 3T»^fa 55 5TTY ftft 3W5T ft5!f?Y5! YJY75T 

Hwjn 5!Yft ft fan? iyt ft fawnYftt ftt nftt fft I 

fa) TTRjn: ftgrp ft 3 TTft anft t?yt jtyt uf%m yyt fanr 557 an fa ffensr? 

4755 TFT ftFT ffTYT 3TTft 5Tft 5T5T5T5 ffTYT 7JYT 9Y5t5 fam 5TT Yfl ft nt aT5mt5!T3ft ft fan? 
faftt 'faflVfHIWY' JR-TTY ft 5lft ft YTtnft 5ft *ft 3fT5f55!En 5ftf ftftt wfa? I 3tlft 3TTft 7?YT 37YT 
fa 7? 57? 5lft ft 3I7J75Y ft ftwft 5ft 5!faftt 3t«ft7^ ft59 97|5T»T 5 ftft ft 55Y5T arfatTf TUftfat 
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iwff afY fb* irwt ★ jm* ftprtrrr 25 wn*rft,99 * 

*nvi«flM qtpr u*t ®tnf te; if ^ft (7) * vm if »nf^?T ftsrn toit err I ijnfnmrT, 
Frmffa ftr ^im if lyr: rn stsrt ittft $ 3ftv rjfiy if anfnd f I ttt 

wrmnu nrft *mun nn wtp t flp gm ^ b t rtr j* ijt aruilftici tpt^ vi 

sram 

8. UM'tJw fc|*(??¥LiT & HRuim'WwF U? ftTHJltf ftw^TfTT #" Up 3fltf Wltf l??! % 3Trtf*PT if BTW f I 
Ufa STO WfffR ♦ ftp? ftftal JWR 58 vio Hoifto^o # 3(fa Ufa ffiFI ft^iftm tWT4 35 ^o 
Ro^ftoeo t ?it ftFm wi srotn ^ rrr?ff ifc ftp? ipttt 23 ^o (58 etct 35) Roiftoto ft^n 
tnftrjl Try fffra t ftp rn 'nvpTT if qw ♦ w 3 unit *n*i ww pt wit f I «$ft» qmdfa urm 
J *rro i4 iprfararr 4Wftm kjW srwpr ttf) pphtw uft fwftp? T^t imr pp prrrt ftp; toi 
«r^PTP wnrm ff*i*r pff 11 pp PT*Tfi f atwftro pup t n^l^ftr 23 eso afhmff mt 30 pto po ifto 
ro pp nyifftm ftrcn pit w?n 11 

7. <pwt: tjp^w wpppI pt pppifi Ysy^tar vt antpp fitampurf t 3fH rre^m rtf 3pjRftr 4t 

^rrfft # I fppfr pftPTPWPWP PTPPftP PTR HTTP if ff|P HTTF WP? Tp? tftf «PPBP * PpPfTP 

JmTTf wt 58 Vio floiftoeo *t prp uivfc 30 Ho poiftoco fatTT ppm 11 


t(tT. WW, apip^f 
[R. ftviHi/ni/TV/143/99/araT. ] 

TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 
New Delhi, the 4th May, 1999 

No. TAMP/1/97-PPT.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 48 of the Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 (Act 38 
of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby amend the handling charge at the Paradip Port Trust for iron ore brought 
by road to Rs. 30/- PMT as in the Order appended hereto. 

Case No.TAMP/l/97-PPT 


M/s. Ispat Industries Limited ... Applicant 

V/s 


The Paradip Port Trust 


Non-Applicant 


ORDER 

(Passed on this 13th day of April, 1999.) 


This case relates to an application by M/s. Ispat Industries Limited 
(IIL) for a reduction / rationalisation in the handling charge at the Paradip Port 
Trust (PPT) for their iron ore. The Applicant have a Sponge Iron Plant at the 
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Raigarh District in Maharashtra. They take iron ore from the Ports of Paradlp, 
Visakhapatnam, New Mangalore, and Mormugao, to the Dharamtar (minor) Port 
which is near their Plant. 


2. The salient contentions of the Applicant are as follows: 

(i). They load iron ore at the VPT, NMPT, and the MOPT besides the 
PPT. The handling charges at the other ports are reasonable 
whereas it is excessive at the PPT. 


(il). The handling charge at the PPT is a composite rate designed for 
loading of cargo arriving by rail. The IIL brings all its cargo by road. 
The prescribed rate is, therefore, not totally relevant to their case. 

(III). Transportation of iron ore by road is more expensive. Nevertheless, 
the IIL is compelled to do so because of inadequacies of the railway 
system, l.e. non-availability of wagons. 

(iv) . (a). In the loading system designed for arrival of cargo by rail, the 

port employs a (Wagon) Tippler, a Stacker, and a Reclaimer. 
For cargo arriving by road, the (Wagon) Tippler is not used. 
That being so, the charge for the Tippler must be waived. 

(b). If it is the port’s contention that the Tippler charge cannot be 
waived as it has to recover the investment made, there can be 
a ‘notional’ lower rate for exporters not using the Tippler. 

(v) . The port cannot insist on imposition of a composite rate on all 

exporters. It must reveal details of the costing, indicating the 
component-wise allocation of costs, to facilitate equitable levy of 
charges on different types of users. 


3.1. In accordance with the prescribed procedure, comments of the 

PPT were obtained and communicated to the Applicant by way of feedback 
information. The case was also taken up for a joint hearing in Delhi on 17 
December 98. The Applicant participated in the hearing; the Non-Applicant did 
not. The Non-Applicant (i.e. the PPT) wanted the case to be decided with 
reference to the information already furnished by them. With reference to the 
issues arising from the deliberations at the joint hearing, further information on 
nine specific Issues were sought from the PPT. In response, the PPT furnished 
some additional information and just added a copy of the Note already given by 
them. 


3.2. With reference to all the relevant information,/ data collected in 

respect of this case, and based on a collective application of mind to all aspects 
of this case, this Authority took up this case for final consideration in its meeting 
on 13 April 99. 
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4 . As can be gleaned from the documents available on record, the 
PPT’s contentions can be said to be as follows: 

(i) . The handling charge for iron ore was fixed in October 93. There has 

since then been no revision at all. That being so, there can be no 
scope for any reduction. >r J 

(ii) . The Scale of Rates prescribes a composite charge for ore handling - 

Rs.58/- PMT (This includes Wagon Tippling, Stacking, and Reclaimer 
charges). No break up of this charge is available to give the 
component-wise details. 

(iii) . A plain comparison of income and expenditure of the Ore Handling 

Plant facilities indicates that the charges recovered from the users of 
the facilities are not adequate even to break-even the expenses 
incurred by the port for the facilities let alone make a surplus from the 
same. 

(iv) . The PPT is executing a Rs.800 crore project on Installing a Coal 

Handling Plant. For this, assistance to the extent of Rs.400 crore has 
been received from the ADB; the port is required to raise Rs.400 crore 
from Its internal revenues.- What with this heavy requirement of 
raising internal revenues, the PPT cannot afford to reduce any tariff 
rate at all or give any concessions to users like the IIL. 

5. From an analysis of the data available and the foots given above, the 
following points stand out for consideration: 

(i) . (a). The PPT has not been particularly cooperative in the disposal 

of this case. They have not participated in the proceedings. 
They have only sent a Note which also does not give full 
details in an explicit manner. 

(b). Even our communication dated 25 January 99 seeking 
Information on nine specific points did not elicit the kind of 
response that it should have. The reply given by the PPT on 1 
February 99 can only be said to be as evasive as their eartier 
Note dated 11 June 98. 

(ii) . It will be idle for the PPT to contend that no concessions can be given 

since the tariff had oot been revised after October 93. It is for the port 
to ensure proper and regular revfews/revlslons of its tariffs. Failure to 
do so cannot be a reason for denying a concession if it Is otherwise 
justifiable. 

(Iii). The reply of the PPT that the Scale of Rates does not give a break up 
of the charge is, to say the least, a most extraordinary statement! 
Even if the Scale of Rates does hot incorporate such details, surely 
the PPT cannot claim to be unaware of them. The worksheets 
relating to computation of the composite charge will contain all the 
details relevant to our consideration in this case. We can only Infer 
from this that the PPT is not willing to part with information in this 
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case. The way in which the PPT has worked out the economics of the 
Ore Handling Plant is also not acceptable. Instead of going on the 
basis of income and expenditure figures on a ‘cost centre’ basis, the 
PPT has worked out estimates on a pro rata basis (with reference to 
the tsaffic figures) from the overall ‘revenue expense’ and ‘cost of 
interest’. 

(iv) . (a). The argument about the funding requirements of the Rs.800 

crore Coal Handling Plant Project is also untenable. The 
economics of each project has to be self-contained. The 
costing of a service flowing from a new project will have to be 
so adjusted as to pay back the investment made. 

(b) . It has also to be recognised in this context that In the normal 

tariff setting process, Port Trusts have been allowed to make a 
3% contribution to a ‘Development Fund’. In all tariff 
proposals, this contribution gets incorporated in the 
computation of rate of return on capital employed. The burden 
of a new investment on a developmental work is expected to 
be absorbed, to a substantial extent by this ‘Development 
Fund’. 

(c) . That being so, the PPT cannot reasonably expect the Ore 

Handling Plant to subsidise Installation of a new Coal Handling 
Plant. 

(v) . It is Interesting in this context to note that the total ore traffic coming 

by road is only 5% of the total export traffic (as admitted by the PPT 
itself in its letter dated 1 February 99). And, iron ore is only 1 / 3 of this 
5%. How, then, can it be contended that collection of handling 
charges of such iron ore will be of great significance for raising 
internal revenues of the order of Rs.400 crore? 

(vi) . (a). In their reply dated 11 June 98, the PPT have indicated that 

the Tippling charge’ tor thermal coal handling is Rs.35/- PMT. 

If this is so, it cannot be very different tor handling iron ore. In 
other words, even if the PPT does not wish to take the trouble 
of going into old details of computation of the composite 
charge, they can easily extrapolate the thermal coal costing 
detail to provide us with relevant information. 

(b) . It can be the PPT’s case that the Tippler charge cannot be 

waived as it has to recover the investment made. It was in 
anticipation of this argument perhaps, that the IIL referred to 
the possibility of there being a ‘notional’ lower rate for 
exporters not using the Tippler. 

But unfortunately, the PPT has just not taken interest In the 
case either to respond to this observation or to furnish 
alternative information. 

(c) . In fact, as was rightly stressed by the IIL at the joint hearing, if 

tt T ' ' " '•. 
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by rail, then, there may not be any need even to think in terms 
of a 'notional’ charge for the non-users. As has been claimed 
by the ML, they have been using the costlier ‘road route’ 
because of railway inadequacies, i.e. non-availability of 
wagons. 

It was in this backdrop that the Tippler-capacity utilisation 
was included as point (7) in our communication dated 25 
January 99 to the PPT. Unfortunately, again, the PPT has 
chosen to sidetrack this point and make irrelevant 
comments in response. It can only be inferred from this 
conduct that the PPT is trying to evade the issue. 

6. The analysis given above leads to the conclusion that there is force in 
the IIL application. If the composite charge for Ore Handling is Rs.58A PMT, and if 
the Wagon Tippling charge is Rs.35/- PMT, the charge for those not using the 
Tippler has to be (58 minus 35) Rs.23A PMT. It is possible that there may be some 
factors weighing in the port’s favour in this calculation. Unfortunately, since the PPT 
has not bothered to furnish the relevant details, it is not possible for us at this stage 
to infer them. If at all, by way of abundant caution, there can be a rounding off the 
figure of Rs.23/- to Rs.30A PMT. 

7. In the result, and for the reasons given above, the Ispat Industries' 
application has merit in it and is, accordingly, allowed. Consequently, the 
handling charge at the PPT for their iron ore brought by road is reduced from 
Rs.58/- PMT to Rs.30/- PMT. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
[No. ADVT/in/TV/143/99/Extyl 
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